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until the budget process is finally ar-
rived at in some sort of consensus. But
the bottom line is that they cannot
continue to argue that somehow by
passing these bills and sending them to
the President that they are not spend-
ing more and more money. That is the
reality. That is what they are up to.

And I am going to say it again, I en-
courage him to veto the bills because
we know that if we add them up, they
are going to add up to a lot more
spending and a lot more money coming
out the Social Security surplus.
f
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OVERVIEW OF REPUBLICAN
BUDGET PRIORITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I
watched with interest the debate that
we have seen this evening here, and I
think we need to set the record
straight on a few things and talk to the
American people a little bit about
where we are and where we are going to
go.

We are now close to the end of the
budget process for this next fiscal year
and we have set some parameters. They
are pretty clear. We are going to keep
the budget balanced. There is going to
be a real balanced budget for the first
time since 1969. We are going to stop
using Social Security for this year’s
government programs. We are going to
prevent new taxes from being put on
the poorest of American people. We are
going to pay down $150 billion of pub-
licly held debt next year.

Within those parameters, the content
of the bills is largely negotiable, but
those principles are inviolable. Stop
the raid on Social Security, no new
taxes, keep the budget balanced.

How did we get here and what are the
priorities within those bills? In 1997,
before I was elected to Congress, the
people here before me passed the Bal-
anced Budget Act. At the time they
were called foolhardy for expecting
that we could actually balance the
Federal budget by 2002. The reality is
that because of good economic times
and a real will by this body to control
Federal Government spending, we have
balanced the budget early. Last year,
we paid down $60 billion of publicly
held debt and $140 billion this year.
Last year we were able to balance the
budget if you count Social Security,
and the Congressional Budget Office
just announced last week after closing
all the books that because tax revenue
was coming in at a much higher rate
than was anticipated, we actually had
the first real surplus in Federal spend-
ing since 1969. We have turned the cor-
ner with respect to Social Security, we
have stopped using Social Security for
this year’s government programs, and
there is no turning back.

In January of 1999, the President
came here to this room to give his
State of the Union address. He talked
about his vision for this country and
what he wanted to see and explained
the budget that he was about to send
up to this Hill. That budget planned on
spending 40 cents of every surplus dol-
lar for Social Security this year. It
also included $19 billion in new taxes
and fees this year alone with a 10-year
projected increase in taxes of $260 bil-
lion. For those of you who think that
that was just about a tax on cigarettes,
we are really talking about a 55-cent
tax on cigarettes and who could be
against sin taxes, that is not true. If
you go through the budget that the
President sent up here, in addition to
increases on tobacco taxes, which do
affect generally very poor people, there
was half a billion dollars for a harbor
service fund, there was $1.1 billion for
an increase in aviation fees, there was
$1.5 billion in Superfund taxes, there
was half a billion dollars on food safety
inspection user fees, there was another
$108 million for agriculture fees, there
were FDA fees and justice and bank-
ruptcy filing fees and Coast Guard fees
and Federal Railroad Administration
rail safety inspection fees, customs
fees, National Transportation Safety
Board fees, Social Security Adminis-
tration fees, all of these adding up to
$19 billion in new taxes and fees.

The President and his spokesmen
said that their budget was responsible
and they made the hard choices by
using 40 cents of every dollar that was
surplus for Social Security and adding
on $19 billion in new spending with new
taxes and fees. Well, we put that to the
House yesterday. We voted here on the
President’s taxes and fee increases.
Was that what we wanted to do at a
time of economic plenty? Not one
Member of this House was willing to
stand up and say yes, we want to in-
crease taxes, we want to support the
President’s proposal for increased
spending and increased taxes. There is
no will in this House or in this country
for an increase in taxes. And there
should not be, because we can control
spending and do it responsibly.

We passed a budget earlier this year
that set out some priorities, that said
we were not going to touch Social Se-
curity, we were not going to increase
taxes or fees, and we were going to put
the priorities in that budget in two
particular areas: Education and na-
tional defense. Then we began our an-
nual process of passing 13 spending
bills that reflected those priorities. If
there is one thing Speaker HASTERT
has done around here, he has told us
again and again and again, ‘‘Let’s just
get the job done.’’ Our job is to legis-
late, our job is to pass these bills, our
job is to get these spending bills done
no matter what. He has done a very
good job of keeping us on task.

Where are those 13 bills? The Presi-
dent has vetoed the District of Colum-
bia bill, and we are now working on the
second version of that. The Energy and

Water bill became law on September
29. The Legislative appropriations bill
was signed by the President on Sep-
tember 29. Military Construction has
passed both houses. The conference re-
port was done. It was signed into law
on August 17. The Transportation bill,
signed on October 9. The Treasury-
Postal bill, signed on September 29.
The VA–HUD bill was signed today, and
I appreciate the President’s commit-
ment and willingness to sign that bill
and not hold it up for some omnibus
appropriations bill yesterday.

Just today we passed out the con-
ference report from the House on Com-
merce, State, Justice and the Senate
should be doing it soon and it will be to
the President. The Agriculture bill is
with the President as is the Defense
bill. He has not chosen yet to sign or to
veto those bills. The Interior bill is
very close to coming back to the floor
of the House in a conference report and
being sent to the President. All of
these things have been done on a much
faster schedule than in the 103rd Con-
gress which was the last time that my
colleagues from the other side of the
aisle were in charge here. But at that
time, they were in late October or
early November when they were pass-
ing the bills and they used all of the
Social Security surplus. We are trying
to be responsible here, not use a dime
of the Social Security surplus, be re-
sponsible in our spending, put the em-
phasis on education and national secu-
rity, and get the job done.

I was very disappointed to see that
the President vetoed the Foreign Oper-
ations bill. In his budget that he
brought up here in January, he pro-
posed a 30 percent increase in foreign
aid. Now, most folks when they hear
people talk on a national level about
the commitment to national security
do not really know what is in the for-
eign aid bill. The foreign aid bill does
not include America’s national secu-
rity programs. It is not the Defense
bill. It also does not include funding for
the State Department which is where
most of our diplomatic work is done. It
does include some other programs that
have to do principally with foreign aid.
When I read the President’s veto mes-
sage, it is almost as if he is talking
about another piece of legislation. He
is talking about another sign of a new
isolationism and that it fails to address
critical national security needs.

There is no element of this bill that
addresses America’s national security.
That bill is still waiting on his desk for
signature. But the rub really comes in
the third-to-the-last paragraph of his
veto message, where he says the over-
all funding is inadequate. The Presi-
dent asked for a 30 percent increase in
foreign aid and wanted new taxes to
pay for it. We are not willing to raise
taxes, we are willing to do the respon-
sible thing, and we have level-funded
the foreign aid budget. He vetoed it be-
cause he wanted more money in the
bill. Where is that money going to
come from? It is going to come from
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Social Security. And we are not willing
to touch Social Security. But there are
some things in that aid bill that are in-
creased. We increased the child sur-
vival programs by $60 billion. We in-
creased UNICEF. We were not willing
to increase funding for the IMF, par-
ticularly after the revelations of graft
in the program in Russia. That did not
make any sense at all. Yet the Presi-
dent wants $4 billion in increases to
foreign aid. He also wants, as part of
that $4 billion, $900 million of debt re-
lief for foreign nations at the expense
of debt relief at home. That is not
something that we are willing to do.
The foreign aid bill was a good, solid,
reasonable bill that funded things at a
constant level and set some priorities
within that bill. It was good budgeting.

But I do want to address the Presi-
dent’s concern and fearmongering
about a new isolationism. I am a free
trade Republican. I believe that Amer-
ica should be engaged in the world. I
am a veteran of the United States Air
Force. I think we should have forward
basing of American troops, strong rela-
tionships with our allies. I started my
career as an Air Force officer and then
got involved in arms control and work-
ing with our NATO allies in Europe. I
strongly support America’s involve-
ment and engagement in the Middle
East and am very concerned about de-
velopments in Asia and emerging
threats to the United States both in
ballistic missiles and in weapons of
mass destruction. It also happens that
I have a master’s and a Ph.D. in inter-
national relations and know a little bit
about 20th century diplomatic and
international history. In fact, I went to
the same school that the President of
the United States did on that subject.

This bill on Foreign Operations is an
adequate and reasonable bill. I do not
think that this debate or the reason for
the veto was about foreign aid or for-
eign policy. I do not think it was about
that at all. I think it was about money.
All of this comes down to money. We
want to save it in Social Security, we
think it should stay in your pocket, we
think our priorities should be national
defense and education, and the Presi-
dent wants to spend it.

He now has on his desk the Defense
appropriations bill. For the last 10
years, we have seen the erosion of
America’s national defense. Korea is
now posing a ballistic missile threat to
the United States, and in the last fiscal
year we finally turned upward on
America’s national defense spending.
But I think we need to be very clear
about where we are and why it is so
very important for the President to
sign this bill. Between 1960 and 1991, 31
years, the United States Army con-
ducted 10 operational events. In the
past 8 years, the Army has conducted
26 operational events. Twenty-six oper-
ational events in the last 8 years. That
is 21⁄2 times the number in one-third
the time. At the same time we are
drawing down the size of our military.
Since 1990, the United States Air Force

has shrunk from 36 fighter wings down
to 20 and at that same time has sus-
tained a fourfold increase in its com-
mitments. A fourfold increase in its
commitments. We are burning out our
aircraft and we are burning out our
people. And it is showing up in their
unwillingness to stay in the military.
We should not be surprised that the
military has not been able to meet its
retention and its recruitment goals.

I represent Kirtland Air Force Base.
When I go out there and talk to a
young family and talk about how long
they are deployed, 150, 170, 200 days a
year in far-flung places and then they
have to come home with pay and bene-
fits that are lower than they have real-
ly ever been relative to the civilian
workforce, retirement benefits that
just are not there anymore and they
have to justify to their families why
they should keep doing this. They just
cannot do it anymore. They are ex-
hausted, they are worn out, and we
need to turn the corner.

The Air Force missed its recruiting
goal this year by 7 percent. They are
5,000 people under strength and they
are short 800 pilots. That is not because
of a lack of commitment of this House.
We are turning the corner and deter-
mined to increase spending on national
defense. The bill that the President has
in front of him does that for the first
time.

Our United States Navy, the pride of
the seas, is 18,000 sailors short. There
are ships that come in and a helicopter
will go out and pick up the skilled op-
erators and seamen on that ship and
move them over to the one that is
going out in order to keep the ships at
sea. The operations tempo is too high,
the pay is too low, the retirement ben-
efits were cut in 1980 and again in 1986.
But last year we turned the corner and
we are going to continue to fund na-
tional defense.

The bill that the President has on his
desk and that I am asking him tonight
to sign has a 4.8 percent increase in
military pay. It includes funding at $4.5
billion more than the President re-
quested.
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It is a $17.3 billion increase over fis-
cal year 1999. It has an increase for
readiness to take care of some of the
shortfalls we have seen, spare parts and
training. We need to make sure that
our forces have the spare parts and the
training they need to do the job when
they are called upon to do the job.

Mr. Speaker, I got an e-mail message
from a young man from New Mexico,
he is a first lieutenant in the Army and
was deployed during Kosovo as a main-
tenance guy with the helicopters, the
Apaches that went down and never ac-
tually saw operations in Kosovo. He
was so frustrated. He went into the
military as a young officer, raring to
go, and found that the extra duties
that were placed on him for peace-
keeping and all kinds of other things
were just diminishing their ability to

do the real mission, and that is why
they were unprepared when they went
to Kosovo. They had never trained,
they had never practiced for a real mis-
sion because they were doing so many
other things, and they were short fund-
ed on flying hours and training hours
and ammunition.

We are going to try to turn this
around and get the spare parts and the
training and depot maintenance that
we need.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
Florida, particularly on this point.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I share
the gentlewoman’s concerns, and that
is why I am here tonight to express my
deep concerns about the President not
signing the Defense Appropriations
bill, and in fact, expressing the possi-
bility that he might veto this critically
important bill.

Now, all of us agree, no matter our
political ties, that providing peace of
mind is one of the most important and
logical roles of the Federal Govern-
ment, in fact, ensuring our national se-
curity and, specifically, to provide for
the common defense, our instructions
in our Nation’s Constitution.

Yet, for the last 7 years under this
administration and until this past
year, real defense spending has been
cut. We have reduced the number of
military personnel in our armed forces
by 36 percent since the end of the Cold
War. Today, for example, we have
heard some good examples from our
acting majority leader tonight, and I
want to share some of these others. We
have today only 10 active Army divi-
sions, the same number that we had at
the calamitous start of the Korean
War. We are also not buying enough
new Navy ships to replenish even today
the much-diminished fleet.

So that is why this Defense appro-
priations bill is so important. As a gov-
ernment, it is our obligation to restore
peace of mind and security. This bill
does that, by providing the resources
our service Members need to do their
jobs defending us. It represents a real
effort to get our defense budget back
on track and to deal with the serious
problems that are facing us in an in-
creasingly dangerous bill.

The bill, as the gentlewoman men-
tioned, fully funds the 4.8 percent pay
raise for our troops. It increases funds
to improve their training, their bene-
fits, and the quality of life for the
armed services’ most valuable asset,
and that is the 2.2 million men and
women who serve their country; and it
provides a greatly needed $3.6 billion
for our ballistic missile defense to de-
fend this country.

Today, our troops are as hard pressed
as ever. They have been asked to do
more with less for too long. I was just
in Kosovo in July, and I had lunch with
a sergeant who had been deployed to
the Balkans four times in the last 5
years, 48 out of the last 60 months. He
is leaving. These constant deployments
have led to a real recruitment and re-
tention crisis in our military, with
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large numbers of our specialized per-
sonnel and pilots and maintenance
crews, for instance, they are voting
with their feet and they are leaving.

On top of this, some of our military
families are living in appalling condi-
tions. Over 60 percent of our military
housing today is substandard.

So simply put, this bill offers des-
perately needed funding for our mili-
tary which has one of the hardest jobs
in the world as they risk their lives on
a daily basis to ensure that all of us re-
main free.

This is an issue that transcends poli-
ticians and party lines. In fact, on the
day we voted on the bill, most of our
Democratic colleagues were right here
beside us on the House floor saying this
is a great bill. That is why it passed
with 372 yea votes, which is why I do
not understand the President’s latest
maneuvers with this current veto
threat. Just look at the votes. It was a
veto-proof margin.

The only thing that I can think of is
that the President is determined, as
the gentlewoman pointed out earlier,
to spend more money on new Wash-
ington programs. After all, this defense
bill offers the only other way besides
raiding Social Security for the Presi-
dent to find additional money to pay
for things such as that increase in for-
eign aid that he wants.

So, Mr. President, we are asking you
tonight to please sign this bill into
law. It is a good bill. Even your com-
patriots here in the House agree. It is a
bill that provides both the military re-
sources and the pay raise that our
young men and women in uniform
need. It is a bill that our peace of mind
and our national security need. After
all, the price of freedom is eternal vigi-
lance. Do not play politics with our na-
tional security.

I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
the time to me.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Florida. She is
one of the great leaders in this House
on national security and always brings
to these discussions kind of a soberness
and thoughtfulness that I really appre-
ciate. It is particularly true that I ap-
preciate it on an evening like this
when some of the things that I heard in
the run-up to this discussion that we
have had here among our colleagues on
the Republican side of the aisle, it was
full of some hyperbole and some things
that just were not true. It bothers me
when we start playing partisan politics
with something as important as na-
tional defense.

I notice my colleague here from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), who is a
Navy guy, but despite that, I yield to
him.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
would tell my Air Force friend, I have
a confession to make before the House,
that I recently had to pay for a 20-
ounce bottle of Diet Coke as a wager
for the Air Force-Navy game. Of
course, Air Force won 21 to 14, so I had
to pay for the 20-ounce bottle of Coke.

I personally wanted Pepsi, we have a
Pepsi dealership in my district, but I
did lose that bet. However, stand by for
next year.

What I would like to address is both
issues that the gentlewoman spoke to.
I am not going to be as kind.

My mother told me that if a person
lies enough, that they are going to go
to hell, and I would tell the speakers in
the last hour that I am going to be
happy to send them a fan when they
die because they are going to need it.

I have never in my life heard spin and
such lunacy as I heard in the last hour.
People across this Nation wonder, well,
the Democrats say this, the Repub-
licans say this. Let me give my col-
leagues some markers for credibility.

The gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Ms. DELAURO), her husband is the
poster for Bill Clinton. The group that
spoke, I am not sure about the young
man that spoke there at the end, but
the rest of them belong, and I want the
viewers, Mr. Speaker, to look up:
www.d—as in dog—DSAUSA, which
stands for Democrat Socialists of
America. Democrat Socialists of Amer-
ica lists 58 members of the Democrats,
which every one of those speakers be-
long to. Their agenda, the Democrats’
socialist agenda is government control
of health care. They tried that. Mr.
Speaker, $100 trillion, 100 trillion. Gov-
ernment control of private property,
Government control of education. The
highest socialized spending possible,
the highest taxes possible, and cut de-
fense by 50 percent.

Now, for them to stand up and say
that they are not tax-and-spend lib-
erals, liberal is kind for this group.
They are the farthest left in this
House, and it makes me angry to hear
such poppycock that goes on.

Let me give my colleagues some
facts. The gentlewoman talked about
the $9 billion that the President pro-
posed in the tax. He takes it, sets it up
for new spending, and when we do not
spend $19 billion extra on spending, he
says we are cutting, but not a single
one of them would stand up and sup-
port it, because it cuts not only the
things that the gentlewoman men-
tioned, it also cuts student loans and
puts a tax on them. They are not going
to do that, at least not openly.

The President, remember, he said, I
want 100 percent for Medicare and So-
cial Security. Well, then 3 weeks later,
he says, I want 60 percent for Social
Security and 15 percent for Medicare.
Look at the bill. Look at the words,
the language, the facts. The President
takes $344 billion out of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, and he puts it up
here where that $19 billion is for new
spending, takes it out of Social Secu-
rity. Then he puts in the 60 percent for
Social Security and 15 percent for
Medicare. They use it as a slush fund
like they have for 20 years.

Mr. Speaker, facts are facts. We said
no, Mr. President. We are going to put
100 percent in Social Security; we are
going to lock it up and make it a trust

fund, not a slush fund. It will accrue
interest. And the gentleman said, well,
how about a long-term plan? Long
term? That interest accrues and saves
Social Security and Medicare forever,
and it also pays down the national debt
in a very short time.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I think we need to share
something here. This is not talking
about projections, this is talking about
reality on what has happened to the
Social Security Trust Fund.

Here is 1984, and we start seriously
dipping into the trust fund to pay for
current government programs. Of
course, in 1995, before I was here in
Congress, is when there was a change
in control of the Congress, and in 1997
when the Balanced Budget Act was
passed. We see the reductions in spend-
ing from Social Security under Repub-
lican control. We are now down to
where we should be, which is we should
not be spending Social Security for
current government programs.

Our whole point here is that there is
no turning back. We need to plan for
the future in Social Security, make
sure it is there not only for today, that
the check is there on time and in full
today; but that it is there for my col-
league from California when he retires
and long after that, when I retire, and
even much longer after that, when my
other colleague from California’s chil-
dren retire. That is what it is about.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, if I
can mention one last thing on this, and
then I will be quiet.

The other side mentioned emergency
spending. None of the Republicans
voted for the extension in Somalia; it
costs billions of dollars and we got our
rear end kicked out of there. Haiti.
Kosovo cost $12 billion in 2 months. We
are spending $50 billion in Kosovo. We
bombed an aspen factory in the Sudan,
$100 million. The President just gave
them a $50 million settlement.

In this foreign aid bill, the President
spent $47 million taking 1,700 staff and
press to Africa this summer, $47 mil-
lion; and these things were declared
emergency, because under emergency,
we told them not to go to Kosovo; we
told the Black Caucus not to support
going to Haiti. We told them that it
would cost billions of dollars going to
Kosovo, and we flew 86 percent of all of
the sorties there; and yet we said, you
are going to have to pay for it. And
they said, no, we are going to go and
pay for it later.

Well, that emergency spending they
are talking about is just that. The ac-
tual enumeration of the consensus, we
had that paid for, in the budget. What
we did not pay for is their guesswork
that they wanted to maneuver the
numbers for partisan advantage in the
elections, guessing district by district,
and the Supreme Court ruled against
them, and they are upset. But they did
get $300,000 just to see how it would
work; and we had to fund that in emer-
gency funding, because it is not in the
budget.
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We are saying, maintain a balanced

budget, Mr. President. Take this red
marker, take this red marker that our
leadership took to him, to the White
House, and mark out the programs that
you want to and put in the programs
that you want to, and we will work
with you, but stay under the balanced
budget and keep your hands off of So-
cial Security and Medicare, like you
propose with $344 billion. I thank the
gentlewoman.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California. I am
happy to yield to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY).

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to commend the gentlewoman
from New Mexico, the chairwoman of
the Adobe Caucus, as we call it. I want
to say sincerely I am very impressed
with her presentation tonight.

I think people across the country
watching this presentation will say we
have a fresh, articulate, intelligent
face that is actually speaking of facts
and doing it in a very rational, calm
manner, without having to invoke fear
and Mediscare and Social Security
scare. All the gentlewoman is doing is
speaking the facts and saying there is
a chance for a new beginning.
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I think as was pointed out, the frus-
tration some of us see is that as if the
American people are not going to re-
member that for 40 years who was run-
ning deficits and who was looking at
trying to avoid things. The people that
since 1970, actually 1969, since before
man landed on the moon were running
deficits, spending more than they had.

I do not think the American people
are going to forget that. I think there
are some things that they like the
Democratic Party for, but fiscal re-
straint is not one of them.

I grew up in a family of Democrats.
My cousin is a member of the National
Democratic Committee. I love Demo-
crats. They are my flesh and blood, but
there are some things that people look
to Republicans for. One of those is the
fiscal responsibility of making sure
that money is not squandered. This is
hard-earned money that the govern-
ment has taken from them and, frank-
ly, I think that some people, Democrat
or Republican, may stand here tonight
and hear Democrats say one thing and
Republicans say the other and say,
well, I get just confused. I mean, who
can I believe?

I would have to say what the Amer-
ican people can look to is who they can
believe is people who are willing to
come up and draw some very strong
lines and say that we are not going to
spend more than we have from now on
and Social Security will now perma-
nently be off budget.

I would just like to publicly com-
mend the gentlewoman from New Mex-
ico (Mrs. WILSON), because she is one of
the few original cosponsors to a bill
that would introduce a constitutional
amendment that really draws that

clear line in the sand not just for today
and tomorrow but permanently. It
takes a line in the sand that etches it
in stone, and that amendment would
say that we not only in America have
a balanced budget during a time of
peace but we also do not spend Social
Security. We do not touch the Social
Security trust fund. We will stop using
it as a slush fund and treat it with the
sanctity that every trust fund should
be treated that people are going to de-
pend on.

I want to commend the gentlewoman
for that. I think she has taken a great
leadership role. As soon as the gentle-
woman arrived here she got our atten-
tion by really raising this issue. I
would say this to the American people,
if they are confused about can they
trust the Republicans or can they trust
the Democrats with their Social Secu-
rity, I would ask every person watch-
ing to call up their Member of Congress
and say, are you going to support the
constitutional amendment that takes
Social Security off budget perma-
nently? Because there is the real lit-
mus test.

We can say anything we want here.
Democrats can say this. Republicans
can say that, but the proof in the pud-
ding, are you willing to draw this line
and cast it in stone so that you cannot
and will not break the promises to fu-
ture generations?

I think the gentlewoman has taken a
great leadership role on this, and I
think it is a chance for the American
people to get to the truth and find out
who really will stand by their future
and who is just talking about it be-
cause they are looking at the next elec-
tion.

I just have to say that in the whole
time we are here, I was in local govern-
ment for 20 years before I came here,
and let me say something, that I am
astonished at the change of institu-
tional mindset that has happened since
1995 when I arrived here, that spending
more than you have is no longer ac-
ceptable; that dipping into the trust
fund is not going to be allowed.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I do not
know what the situation was in Cali-
fornia and particularly in San Diego,
but in New Mexico we cannot, by law
and by the Constitution, we cannot
spend more than we have come in.

Did the gentleman have to live under
those rules?

Mr. BILBRAY. In California, we not
only have to have a balanced budget, it
is mandated by the Constitution. It is
funny, I got here and people were
spending more than they had.

Not only that, but we are not allowed
to take a trust fund and use it as a
slush fund. Even a sewer fund in Cali-
fornia cannot be diverted into police
officers; even though how important
police officers are, the law says if you
want to raise funds for police officers
do that up front but you do not do it
with your sewer rates.

This town, before I got here, was
doing things and accepted doing things

that people in California, in my home
State, would go to jail for. Frankly, it
just astonished me after working at
local government, being a mayor and a
county chairman, that Washington
could just accept this as being the
right thing, because the rest of Amer-
ica was living without a budget, was
not spending its retirement programs,
but Washington was doing it because
nobody raised enough Cain to force
them to finally start doing the right
thing.

I am very proud, no matter what hap-
pens in the next election, of being able
to be part of a community, part of a
group, that has told Washington,
enough is enough; live within your
budget and keep your hands off of So-
cial Security.

I think that is something that all of
us can be very proud of, Democrat or
Republican, if we can just live within
this, and I hope the President joins us.
He said today that he now is com-
mitted to our strategy of a balanced
budget, without touching Social Secu-
rity. I know there are a lot of people in
this institution that are uneasy with
that because they are used to the good
old days. I think we are teaching them
new disciplines, and I think it is some-
thing that we are going to be able to
pass on to our children and grand-
children and be very proud that we
were the beginning of the change of
Washington.

Mrs. WILSON. I thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY) for his
remarks. On that point, when we set
out our budget at home, if we were to
take the money we put in our IRA and
spend it this year for car payments or
for rent or for entertainment, to go to
the movies, we would not expect it to
be there when we retired. But that is
what the Federal Government has been
doing for the last 30 years and we need
to stop doing that and be responsible
about it.

I have to say that while we had kind
of a somewhat extreme group down
here this evening, this is not really a
partisan issue. I think probably fully
two-thirds of this body recognizes that
we are gradually coming up with a
change in attitude about what Federal
Government is all about, and that we
should not spend Social Security every
year; that we should have a balanced
budget; that there is no need to in-
crease taxes in time of peace and pros-
perity; and that we should spend
money on priorities like national secu-
rity and education. So I think that it
would be wrong to characterize this as
a completely partisan fight. In fact, it
is really not.

I think there is really a vast major-
ity in this body that wants to protect
Social Security.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I had a friend of
mine on the other side of the aisle
today on the subway, and I quote, he
said, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GEPHARDT) has an insatiable personal
ambition to become Speaker of the
House. I think everybody has seen
every speech he gives.
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Another Democrat said that the gen-

tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
told us to vote against every single one
of these bills and the White House, at
the meeting, under good faith, he was
doing the same thing.

Today he came to the House Floor,
very partisan, having the Democrats
vote against every single bill. I asked
the Democrat I said, ‘‘Why?’’ And he
said, quote, ‘‘Duke, if we can stop all of
the bills and the President, one of two
things, either the Republicans will give
in and give the President an omnibus
bill and we can spend more, or the gov-
ernment will get shut down and you
will get blamed for it,’’ and that is the
strategy. I think that is lame.

What we are trying to do is pass 13
appropriations bills. The gentleman
over there, he is so naive. He said that
we are doing it piecemeal. There are 13
appropriations bills. That is the way it
is supposed to work, is we give the
President each bill.

Mrs. WILSON. Would the gentleman
educate me a little bit?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes.
Mrs. WILSON. How long is it that we

have been doing 13 appropriations bills
to fund the government?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. This is the 106th
Congress, which is 212 years. Now,
granted, early on they did not do it
that way but they have an authoriza-
tion and an appropriations cycle and
that is the way they do it, 13 appropria-
tions bills.

The young man is obviously naive on
the way of the system. He wants one
big bill. Like we made a mistake last
year and put all the bills in one, as the
mother of all bills, and the President,
to get him to sign it, demanded that we
increase the spending in it. We did
that. That is a mistake. We are not
making that same mistake this year.
We are saying in each of the 13 bills,
Mr. President, take your magic mark-
er, mark out where you want to, put in
your priorities and we will work with
you, but we are not going to touch So-
cial Security, Medicare. We are not
going to increase taxes. It is that sim-
ple.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I just
think it is interesting, too. I heard the
same statement and I think sometimes
in this town we get too wrapped up in
partisan bickering and we think of par-
tisanship and turn our brain off. A
statement that says we are
piecemealing the budget, budget bill by
budget bill, last year when we did the
omnibus bill they said well, this is a
conglomeration, this is not the way it
is supposed to be; it is not organized to
lump it altogether.

So it is almost like let us just com-
plain about whatever is happening and
point fingers. I really want to echo the
statement of the gentlewoman from
New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) about
Democrats, Republicans, are coming to
the realization that the new standard
is a balanced budget.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The friends that
were telling me this said they were

upset, that their side was rebelling be-
cause many of them in each of these 13
appropriations bills worked in a bipar-
tisan way, through the subcommittee,
through the committee, did not agree
on everything, brought it to the House
Floor and now the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) tells them to
vote against it. They have their
projects, they have their hard work,
and they thought that was wrong. I
think it is wrong for a single minority
leader to tell people to vote against
every single bill.

Mr. BILBRAY. I would just like to
say, there are a lot of Democrats who
want to work with us.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I agree.
Mr. BILBRAY. There are a lot of

them that basically are saying now,
why did we not set these basic common
decency standards of a balanced budget
and not raiding Social Security? It is
just that it was done for so long that it
took a change in leadership to kind of
make us get to the right place.

I really enjoy how many Members on
the other side of the aisle really are
saying thank you for the changes and
the mindset because it set a new stand-
ard, a new benchmark.

What I am worried about is that it is
going to be so easy to fall back to the
old benchmark. It is so easy to go
ahead and promise everybody every-
thing and not have enough money and
then just pass it on to the next genera-
tion. That is one reason why I am very
nervous about the future, and one rea-
son why I support the gentlewoman’s
concept of okay, right now when the
overwhelming majority of the elected
officials of the United States and the
people of the United States agree that
we not only should have a constitu-
tional requirement for a balanced
budget but also one that does not touch
Social Security, now is the time for
those who say they really are for those
goals to step forward and support the
constitutional amendment, to make
sure that we do not fall back into our
bad ways and have a relapse, as we say
in rehab programs, that we keep away
from that temptation of having a re-
lapse.

I want to again thank the gentle-
woman for taking that leadership role.

Mrs. WILSON. I thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY) for those
remarks. That idea that there is no
turning back, that we cannot turn back
the clock of history, it takes so much
effort to change the culture of an insti-
tution, to change the expectations of
people from being one of spending So-
cial Security to one of protecting So-
cial Security.

The question really is how do you in-
stitutionalize this so that it is not a
fight every single year, and it is not a
negotiation around the fringes every
single year, that it is just not an op-
tion; that it is as impossible in the
Federal Government to take away our
retirement as it is in State government
and local government.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Would the gen-
tlewoman agree, though, that in my

district Social Security is not enough
to live on in many cases?

Mrs. WILSON. I would definitely
agree.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Many of my sen-
iors are having to spend their money
on prescription drugs, on health care,
and many of them are afraid to live
day by day. What we are also trying to
do is prepare our youth so that we do
not run into the same problem in the
outyears, to give them a way to set
aside, to not tax savings, so that they
can set aside money for when they be-
come chronologically gifted that they
will have the money and be able to
enjoy their grandchildren.

Mrs. WILSON. One of the things that
I liked most about the tax package
that was sent down to the President,
and it was a tax package for over 10
years, that it would allow us to plan
for what our spending levels would be
and to plan for some tax reduction, and
to encourage people to save. One of the
provisions that I liked about that
most, probably next to the marriage
penalty, which really bothers me, I
think we should honor marriage and
not tax it, but one of the ones that I
liked most next to that was the in-
crease in allowances for IRAs.

Right now one can only put in $2,000
tax deferred every year into their indi-
vidual retirement account. It would
have increased it to $5,000 a year.

The gentleman struck on something
that I would like to talk about this
evening, too, and we have not talked
about it much, and that is a commit-
ment to education. We talked about de-
fense and the bill that is on the Presi-
dent’s desk right now. He has an oppor-
tunity to really make clear his com-
mitment to America’s engagement in
the world, and his commitment to
America’s national security and go
ahead and sign that bill.

b 2130

But there is one other issue that is a
priority in this year’s budget cycle,
and that is education. We have not yet
dealt with the Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education bill on
the house floor. But today we spent the
whole day talking about the reauthor-
ization of the elementary and sec-
ondary education bill.

We need to make sure that these kids
we talk about who are just entering
the work force and those kids who are
just entering kindergarten have the
skills to achieve their dreams, and that
means a continuing commitment in
this country to education.

The bill that is probably going to
come to the floor has an increase over
what the President requested for edu-
cation. The differences will be in where
the priorities are in that budget. The
President wants 100,000 new teachers.
He is only, of course, willing to fund a
third of that and tell local school dis-
tricts, ‘‘Raid your supply account and
your utilities account and all your
other accounts, and put on some more
taxes to match this, and then we will
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give you that one-third. And, oh, by
the way, it is only for 5 years.’’

It sounds very much like the cops
program that did not get a lot of cops
to the street, but local chiefs of police
pretty quickly figured out that this
was not such a good deal after all.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield for a moment on
that point?

Mrs. WILSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I was
the chairman of a county of 2.8 million
when this cops issue was coming up. I
heard the President talk about this big
number, this 100,000. I looked at how
much money he was offering per law
enforcement officer. When I ran the
numbers, those of us who actually pay
to put police officers on the streets, I
sat down with my budget people and
said, how does this work out?

The gentlewoman from New Mexico
is right. It works out less than a third.
It was about a quarter for what they
were thinking about saying that we
could put an officer on the street. It
was about a quarter of what it would
cost just for the personnel, not the ve-
hicle, the equipment and everything
else.

But I still to this day, because of my
involvement in law enforcement, every
time I hear the statement 100,000 cops
on street, I just say, ‘‘How can you say
that with a straight face?’’

Those of us in California, one may be
able to do it with Little Rock, Arkan-
sas, I do not know what they pay their
police officers, but let me tell my col-
leagues, out there in San Diego, Cali-
fornia, and I bet it is the same situa-
tion in the city of Albuquerque, there
is no way any reasonable police chief
would be able to say we can hire a po-
lice officer permanently at this rate
and be able to get to the number of
100,000.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, that of
course was not the point at all. The
whole point of the program was an-
other Federal program where one gets
local governments to carry most of the
bill, constrain on what they can use
the money for.

I have to commend the Committee on
Appropriations for saying wait a
minute. Twenty-three years ago, the
Federal Government passed something
called IDEA, Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act. It is the special ed
law. They promised that 40 percent of
the extra cost would be paid by Federal
Government.

Every school district in this country
has to comply with the Federal special
ed law. But for about 35 years, the Fed-
eral Government was only paying 8
percent of the cost, which meant all
that money that can be going to small-
er class sizes or pencils and paper in
school so parents do not have to bring
it in from home or computers in the
classroom and bricks and books and all
of the things we desperately need for
teacher training, all of that money had
to go to pay the Federal Government’s
responsibilities.

So this bill this year increases,
again, substantially Federal aid to spe-
cial ed. Let us fund the things we have
already committed to fund before we
start new government programs.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. WILSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, I am on the Subcommittee
on Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education. Secondly, I wrote most
of the special education legislation. I
was chairman of the committee when
it started. Thirdly, I have been a teach-
er and a coach, both in high school and
college, and a dean of a college. My
wife has a doctorate in education. My
sister-in-law is the head of special edu-
cation in San Diego County.

What we are doing in the Labor-HHS
bill is saying that, for years, we got
less than half of the dollars down to
the classroom, and we are block grant-
ing the money down to the school.

Let me give my colleagues just a
quick analysis. People say, ‘‘Well,
Duke, why did you not support Goals
2000?’’ I did as it initially is, and in
concept. But if my colleagues look at
Goals 2000, one has to have a plan.
They say it is only voluntary, only vol-
untary if one wants the money. One
has to submit it to a board, not one’s
board of education, but another board.
One has to submit that to the board. It
goes to the principal. Then it goes to
the superintendent. Think of the time.
Then all that paperwork has to go to
Sacramento, California. Think of the
bureaucracy that has to rest in Sac-
ramento.

Now, take all the schools in Cali-
fornia sending that paperwork to Sac-
ramento. Where do they have to send
it? They have to send it to Washington,
D.C. with all of the other States.

We are saying, give the State the
money. If they want Goals 2000, if they
want the program that works in their
area, do it. It actually provides more
money to them. We provide $300 mil-
lion more than the President requested
for education.

The President zeroed out impact aid.
When one has a military family or Na-
tive Americans and one’s district, that
impacts the school. The President ze-
roed that. IDEA gave very little
amount of money to it. We increase it
up to 12 percent in the bill. We think it
is important. I think it is important to
show the differences in priorities.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, where
does all of this leave us? Where are we
now on the cusp of the final couple of
weeks of this congressional session? We
have set some parameters. We are
going to keep the balanced budget. We
made that commitment in 1997. We
achieved it earlier than we thought we
were going to. We are going to keep a
balanced budget. We are going to stop
using Social Security to pay for this
year’s government programs.

I have to say I read with interest the
comment of the White House Chief of

Staff in the Washington Post this
morning. Even the White House Chief
of Staff recognizes that the Repub-
licans key goal is to not spend the So-
cial Security surplus. That is our goal.
The President has accepted that as the
goal and one of the parameters within
which we work. I commend him for
that in recognizing that Social Secu-
rity should be off limits.

We are not going to increase taxes.
This House and the Senate have sound-
ly rejected any increase in taxes. We
should be having tax relief in a time of
plenty, not increases in taxes. We are
going to pay down the public debt next
year by about $150 billion, and I am
very proud of that accomplishment and
being part of that.

We are going to strengthen national
defense. The President should sign the
bill. It is on his desk for defense spend-
ing. It is a real increase in defense
spending that will stop the erosion and
the decline. If he is concerned about
America’s role in the world, if he is
concerned about a new isolationism, it
is not coming from this Congress. We
are committed to maintaining a strong
national defense and increasing defense
spending.

We are going to improve education. I
see for our children a very bright fu-
ture. It is one that we are all trying to
build together. But we have got to be
committed to it. We have to stick to
our knitting. We have to get the job
done, set the parameters, work in good
faith with our colleagues across the
aisle and with the President of the
United States. But I think that the fu-
ture is there for us to see and take a
few steps back from the political skir-
mishing of today.

I have to say it must be really tough
to be in the minority. I have never,
thankfully, been in the minority here.
But sometimes I think that there is a
small group of folks here who believe
that their only job and their only role
is to resist and to criticize rather than
to govern and to shape. I believe that
together we can govern and shape.

If we take a little bit of a step back
from protecting Social Security and re-
sisting the temptation to increase
taxes, protecting our national defense,
and improving education, to see things
in a little bit bigger context, 3 weeks
from now, we are going to be cele-
brating the 10th anniversary of the fall
of the Berlin Wall. It has been a mar-
velous 10 years. We have achieved great
things. We have resisted the tempta-
tion to turn in on ourselves. I remem-
ber very clearly the week that that
wall came down. It was a life-changing
experience for many Americans and for
many Americans in uniform.

Very often, the aftermath of a great
war is a rank thing. It certainly was in
the First World War of this century.
We resisted it after the Second World
War because of the Cold War.

Ten years ago, I think there was a
real fear that America would turn in
on itself, but we have not. We are
building a strong foundation for a new
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century. All of us who serve in this
body should be proud of that.

We have a series of spending bills.
They are pretty solid, based on some
pretty solid foundations. We are com-
mitted to working with the President
on the final ones, as long as they do
not touch Social Security. We do not
increase taxes, and we keep the focus
on defense and education.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
do not remember the exact amount, I
believe it was almost 100 percent, if not
100 percent, of the authorization com-
mittee on defense supported the bill in
the defense appropriation. That is in
the Senate and the House. On the ap-
propriations cycle, Democrats and Re-
publicans alike supported the defense
bill that came out in the conference.
One hundred percent signed it. The
President is wrong to veto a defense
bill that increases our military service-
men’s pay by 1.8 percent.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is right. There are over 350
members of this House that voted yes
on that final conference report.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
laud, not only the experience of the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON), even though it is in the Air
Force instead of the Navy. But I laud
her leadership in defense and also the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
FOWLER). I want to tell my colleagues,
when it comes to standing up for our
men and women in uniform, there are
no two stronger women in this House
than the gentlewoman from New Mex-
ico (Mrs. WILSON) and the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER).

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s remarks, and I
also appreciated the Diet Coke and his
willingness to back his team in spite of
certain defeat.

Mr. Speaker, it is a real pleasure to
be here tonight to talk about some
things that I think are important to
this country. I look forward to working
with my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle and the President to working out
these final elements of these bills.

We have drawn a line in the sand, as
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) said. It is a line in the
sand that says we are not going to
raise taxes, and we are not going to cut
Social Security. Within that, we will
work with the President. Our priorities
within that playing field are national
defense and education. But we are will-
ing to work with him to achieve some-
thing that is important for us and for
our children. And that is our message
tonight.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2466,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur-

ing the Special Order of Mrs. WILSON),

from the Committee on Rules, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No.
106–407) on the resolution (H. Res. 337)
waiving points of order against the
conference report to accompany the
bill (H.R. 2466) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2300, ACADEMIC ACHIEVE-
MENT ACT FOR ALL

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur-
ing the Special Order of Mrs. WILSON),
from the Committee on Rules, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No.
106–408) on the resolution (H. Res. 338)
providing for consideration of the bill
(H.R. 2300) to allow a State to combine
certain funds to improve the academic
achievement of all its students, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.
f

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TIONS APPROVED BY THE PRESI-
DENT

The President notified the Clerk of
the House that on the following dates
he had approved and signed bills and
joint resolutions of the following titles:

March 5, 1999:
H.R. 433, An act to restore the manage-

ment and personnel authority of the Mayor
of the District of Columbia.

March 15, 1999:
H.R. 882, An act to nullify any reservation

of funds during fiscal year 1999 for guaran-
teed loans under the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act for qualified begin-
ning farmers or ranchers, and for other pur-
poses.

March 25, 1999:
H.R. 540, An act to amend title XIX of the

Social Security Act to prohibit transfers or
discharges of residents of nursing facilities
as a result of a voluntary withdrawal from
participation in the Medicaid Program.

March 30, 1999:
H.R. 808, An act to extend for 6 additional

months the period for which chapter 12 of
title 11, United States Code, is reenacted.

April 1, 1999:
H.R. 1212, An act to protect producers of

agricultural commodities who applied for a
Crop Revenue Coverage PLUS supplemental
endorsement for the 1999 crop year.

April 5, 1999:
H.R. 68, An act to amend section 20 of the

Small Business Act and make technical cor-
rections in title III of the Small Business In-
vestment Act.

H.R. 92, An act to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 251 North Main Street in Winston-
Salem, North Carolina, as the ‘‘Hiram H.
Ward Federal Building and United States
Courthouse’’.

H.R. 158, An act to designate the United
States courthouse located at 316 North 26th
Street in Billings, Montana, as the ‘‘James
F. Battin United States Courthouse’’.

H.R. 233, An act to designate the Federal
building located at 700 East San Antonio
Street in El Paso, Texas, as the ‘‘Richard C.
White Federal Building’’.

H.R. 396, An act to designate the Federal
building located at 1301 Clay Street in Oak-
land, California, as the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums
Federal Building’’.

April 6, 1999:
H.J. Res. 26, Joint Resolution providing for

the reappointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr.
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution.

H.J. Res. 27, Joint Resolution providing for
the reappointment of Dr. Hanna H. Gray as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution.

H.J. Res. 28, Joint Resolution providing for
the reappointment of Wesley S. Williams, Jr.
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution.

H.R. 774, An act to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to change the conditions of partici-
pation and provide an authorization of ap-
propriations for the women’s business center
program.

April 8, 1999:
H.R. 171, An act to authorize appropria-

tions for the Coastal Heritage Trail Route in
New Jersey, and for other purposes.

H.R. 705, An act to make technical correc-
tions with respect to the monthly reports
submitted by the Postmaster General on of-
ficial mail of the House of Representatives.

April 9, 1999:
H.R. 193, An act to designate a portion of

the Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord Rivers as
a component of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

April 19, 1999:
H.R. 1376, An act to extend the tax benefits

available with respect to services performed
in a combat zone to services performed in
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia/
Montenegro) and certain other areas, and for
other purposes.

April 27, 1999:
H.R. 440, An act to make technical correc-

tions to the Microloan Program.
H.R. 911, An act to designate the Federal

building located at 310 New Bern Avenue in
Raleigh, North Carolina, as the ‘‘Terry San-
ford Federal Building’’.

April 29, 1999:
H.R. 800, An act to provide for education

flexibility partnerships.
May 21, 1999:

H.R. 432, An act to designate the North/
South Center as the Dante B. Fascell North-
South Center.

H.R. 669, An act to amend the Peace Corps
Act to authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 2000 through 2003 to carry out that Act,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 1141, An act making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses.

June 1, 1999:
H.R. 1034, An act to declare a portion of the

James River and Kanawha Canal in Rich-
mond, Virginia, to be nonnavigable waters of
the United States for purposes of title 46,
United States Code, and the other maritime
laws of the United States.

June 7, 1999:
H.R. 1121, An act to designate the Federal

Building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 18 Greenville Street in Newnan,
Georgia, as the ‘‘Lewis R. Morgan Federal
Building and United States Courthouse’’.

June 8, 1999:
H.R. 1183, An act to amend the Fastner

Quality Act to strengthen the protection
against the sale of mismarked misrepre-
sented, and counterfeit fasteners and elimi-
nate unnecessary requirements, and for
other purposes.

June 15, 1999:
H.R. 1379, An act to amend the Omnibus

Consolidated and Emergency Supplementary
Appropriations Act, 1999, to make a tech-
nical correction relating to international
narcotics control assistance.


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-01T10:04:56-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




